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Violenceagang womentakesmany formsand
ismuch morepervasve, injurious, and letha than offi-
cid datisticsreport. Nevertheless, itissafeto say that
far fewer than one percent of battered womenarekilled
by their intimate male partners (Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics, 1998). Thequestion then arises: Isthere some-
thing about these rel ationshipsin whichwomen are
killed that distinguish them from the vast mgority of
non-lethal but neverthelessabusiveintimaterel ation-
ships?If theselethal relationshipsarediscernibly dif-
ferent, can weusethesedistinguishing characteristics
asameansof identifying and screening out other high
risk domestic violencerel aionshipswithaview to pre-
venting their escdationtoletha outcomes? Thesmple
answer to both these questionsisno. Research into
domestichomicidestypically reved stheseto becrimes
of cumulation inwhich men’sviolenceand women's
entrapment seemto intensify over time. Theabsolute
distinction betweenletha and non-lethal casesisafdse
dichotomy; rather thereisarangeor continuum of vio-
lence and entrapment that underpinsabusiveintimate
relationships. Indeed, it would befar more appropri-
ate and useful to employ theterm “ dangerousness’
rather than*“lethality” assessment.

Theresearchinto or evauation of lethaity as-
sessmentsindomestic violencecasesispracticaly non-
exigent. Thereislittleresearch on how lethdity or dan-
gerousnessassessment toolsare used, what agencies
do with the scores, and how battered women are &f -
fected by theinstruments. Inthisarticle, | review le-
thality assessment tool sand the pertinent researchinto
domestichomicide. | then critiquethisinformationand
suggest that these instruments are more useful asa
meansof identifying future dangerousnessrather than
precisely predicting letha outcomes.

Predicting L ethal Domestic Violence:
Research Review

Reviewing the Content of Lethality Assessment
Tools

For the purposes of thispaper, | reviewed the
following assessment tool sranging from checkliststo
moredetail ed instrumentsthat ask more searching and
complex questions. Not all of thesetoolsarewidely
availabledthoughinmy review | consider thosethat
seem to be more common. The selection includes:
Domestic Violence Inventory (Risk and NeedsAs-
sessment Inc.); Salt Lake City Victim Advocate Pro-
gram Lethality Assessment; L ethality Assessments
(ArizonaCodlition Against Domestic Violence); Do-
mestic ViolenceRisk Assessment (Dane County, Wis-
consin); Assessing Risk (Orange/Durham County
Coadlitionfor Battered \Women, Inc., North Carolina);
Enrollment form ADT Aware Program (origin un-
known); Lethdity Assessment, Durham, N.C. Police
Department; M osai ¢ 20; Danger Assessment Instru-
ment (see Campbell, J. ed. 1995; Chapter 5); As
sessing theLethality of Batterers(BarbaraHart, 1990:
p 240-243).

Themgority of assessment toolsaredesigned
to ask questions of victimsrather than perpetrators,
athough questions could obvioudly be asked of both
parties. Most instrumentstake theform of checkligts,
athough some present arange of possibleanswersto
questionsrather than ssmple yes/no type responses.
Themorecomprehensveingrumentsask moresearch-
ing questions about the abusive relationship, inviting
discussion of how victimization patternshave changed
over timeand what twiststheremay havebeeninthe
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relationship. Oneway of examining thetoolsisto see
which questionsor clustersof questions appear most
commonly. With some notabl e exceptions, the most
common clustersof questionsare concerned with: prior
victimization; batterer’sdrug and a cohol problems,
batterer’s obsessive-possessive behavior and exces-
svejedousy; batterer’ sthreatstokill thevictimor her
children; batterer’ spossession of, accessto, familiar-
ity with, and degree of fascination with wegponry, es-
pecidly guns; batterer’ suseof violencein settingsout-
side the home (e.g. bar fights); stalking behavior;
batterer’ ssuicidal ideations, plans, threats, and past
attempts; the status of the relationship in terms of
whether the parties are separated, separating, es-
tranged, or whether sheisinthe processof fleeing.
Fewer tool s seek information about: the batterer’sde-
pressvestate; any history of domestic violenceinthe
victim/batterer’ sfamily of origin; whether hehasphys-
cal accessto her or knows of her whereabouts, her
lifestyle, and movements; whether he hasthreatened
or harmed family pets, whether thereisany history of
hostage taking; and, whether she believesheisca
pableof killing her.

Research on Domestic Homicide

Variousresearchers, relying on official data
and/or morequalitativeinterpretationsdrawing upon
many yearsof field experience, have noted the pres-
ence of thefollowing antecedentsin casesof intimate
partner killings: escalating domestic violenceand the
increasing entrapment of battered women (see Stark
and Flitcraft, 1996); the separation/estrangement/di-
vorceof the parties (Wilson and Daly, 1993); obses-
Sve possessi veness or morbid jeal ousy on the part of
the abusive partner (Daly and Wilson, 1988: 295;
Eastedl, 1993); threatsto commit intimate partner ho-
micide, suicide, or both (Hart 1988: 242); prior agency
involvement, particularly with the police (Browne,
1987: 10); theissuance of protection or restraining
ordersagainst one of the parties, nearly alwaysthe
male; depresson onthepart of theabuser (West, 1967,
Lester, 1992; Buteau et al, 1993; al inregard to ho-
micide-suicide); and, aprior crimind history of violent
behavior on the part of the abusiveman (Klein, 1993;

Fagan, Stewart, and Jansen, 1983; Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 1998). Campbel |’ sresearch (1995, 1986)
usefully summarizeskey risk factorsidentified by the
majority of expertsinthefield; theorigind Dangerous
Assessment being intended to hel p battered women
ascertaintheir own levelsof risk, rather than provide
absolute cutoffs. Theserisk factorsinclude:

* Accessto/ownership of guns

* Useof weaponin prior abusiveincidents

* Threatswith weapons

* Seriousinjury inprior abusveincidents

* Threatsof suicide

* Drug or acohol abuse

* Forced sex of female partner

* Obsessveness/extremejed ousy/extremedominance
(from Campbell, 1995: Table5.2)

Hart (1988) identifiesattempts/threatsfanta-
siesof homicideor suicideaskey indicatorsof arisk
of possible seriousor lethal assaults. She notesthat
when thesefactorsare present alongside anumber of
others (availability/accessto/willingnesstouseor his-
tory of using weapons, obsess veness; isolation of the
batterer and his degree of dependence on the bat-
tered woman; rage; depression; drug and acohol con-
sumption; accessto the battered woman) therisk is
elevated.

Inmy recent analysisof maleperpetrated inti-
matepartner killingsinHorida, | quantify someof these
above antecedentsby examining documentsfrom dif-
ferent agenciesand conducting follow-upinterviews
withvarioussystem players. | distinguish betweenthe
antecedentsin multiplekillings (47 cases, 104 victims,
including children; essentially homicide-suicidesand
familicides) and singlekillings (67 adult femalevic-
tims). Insinglekillings, perpetratorsaremorelikey to
haveacrimind history of violence, to have had prior
contact with the policeregarding domestic violence,
and to be poorer. Essentially, the antecedents that
emerged most prominently inboth multipleand single
killingsare, in order of importance:

* A prior history of domestic violence.
* An estrangement, separation, or an attempt at sepa-
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ration nearly dwaysby thefema e party.

* A display of obsessive-possessiveness or morbid
jedlousy onthe part of theeventua perpetrator; often
accompanied by suicida idegtions, plans, or attempts;
depression (clinical or morerarely, psychotic); deep
disturbances (sometimesunder treatment medically),
and staking of thevictim.

* Prior police contact with the parties, moresoin cases
of singlekillings; often accompanied by perpetrators
failling to be deterred by policeintervention or other
crimind judticeinitiatives

* Perpetrator makesthreatsto kill victim; often pro-
viding details of intended modus operandi and com-
muni cating those detailsin someform or other, how-
ever subtle, to thevictim herself, family members,
friends, colleaguesat work, or others.

* Perpetrator isfamiliar with the use of violence and
sometimeshasaprior crimind history of violence. In-
cludedinthisgroupisasmall but sgnificant number of
killerswho have both accessto and amorbid fascina
tionwithfirearms.

* Perpetrator consumeslarge amountsof alcohol and/
or drugsimmediately preceding thefatality; especidly
incasesof anglekillings.

* Victim hasarestraining order or order of protection
against perpetrator at timeof killing.

Informal and semi-formal adult domesticvio-
lence death reviews have been conducted inanumber
of states for the past decade (For a review, see
Websda e, Sheeran, and Johnson, 1998). Theseandy-
sesby variousreview bodiesreach smilar conclusons
to the aforementioned research; dthough they employ
varying methodol ogies and do not necessarily select
random samples of deathsor examineall domestic
homicideswithinaparticular timeframe. Examplesof
thesereviewsinclude: the Charan Investigationintoa
homicide-suicidein San Franciscoin 1990; the Phila
delphia Women’s Death Review, which is a
multiagency, multidisciplinary group convened asa
public-private collaboration; the Santa Clara County
Death Review Committee Report, published in Octo-
ber 1997, containing information on 51 domesticvio-
lencehomicides, theKentucky Attorney Generd’s Task
Force on Domestic Violence Crime: Domestic Vio-

lence Homicides and Suicides, October 1993, sum-
marizesthefindingson domestic violence homicides
and suicideswhich occurredin 1991, 1992, and the
first quarter of 1993; and TheNew York Commission
appointed by Executive Order of Governor George
Pataki on October 1, 1996. TheNew York Commis-
sion examined 57 domestic violencerelated deaths,
and was appointed in response to anumber of high-
profile domestic homicidesthat occurred when other
formsof violent crime (e.g. murder, robbery, aggra-
vated assault) in New York weredeclining. (For an-
other analysisof domestic homicidesin New York,
seeWilt, [liman and Brodyfield, 1997).

A Critical Analysisof theResear ch Into Domes-
tic Homicide and the L ethality Assessment In-
struments

Theresearch into domestic homicideislim-
ited because it isimpossible to know precisely the
characteristicsof domestic violencerelationshipsthat
end in death. Obviously, we can no longer ask the
victim. In cases of homicide-suicidewe can asono
longer ask the perpetrator. Indeed, domestic violence
researchingenerd isplagued with disagreementsabout
what isthe best way to learn about tumultuousrela-
tionships, who are the best peopleto ask about vic-
timization, and what arethe best instrumentsavailable
to measurevictimization. Takefor instancetheante-
cedent “ male perpetrator makesthreatstokill victim
prior to doing so.” From my researchinFlorida, itis
likely that such threats were present in most cases
where men killed women. However, with the data
available, | was only ableto document the presence
of thisantecedent in 29.8 percent of the47 male per-
petrated multiplekillingsand 47.8 percent of the 67
caseswheremenkilled intimatefema e partnerswith-
out killing themsalvesor othersin theprocess. Inthe
find andyd's, our knowledgeislimited by theinforma:
tion reported by theinvolved partiesprior to the ho-
micide, and how much of that knowledgefindsitsway
intotheofficia record.

Asfar asl cansee, only onepredictioninstru-
ment is largely based upon a domestic homicide
dataset; thisis Jacquelyn Campbdl’s (1995) “ Danger
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Assessment Instrument.” Mogt of theother instruments
derivefrom agenerdized gppreciation or commonsense
analysisof what questionnairewriters have gleaned
fromtheresearch literature on domestic violencein
generd. Inthissensetheseingtruments might bemore
accurately called “ dangerousness assessments.” Try-
ing to assessthelethality indicatorsin domestic vio-
lence cases by working back from domestic homi-
cidesisproblematic becauseit assumesthat certain
permutations, combinations, and intensities of ante-
cedents, culminatein or indeed cause death. It might
be better to assert that the variousfactors are asso-
cidiveor correlative; with theclear understanding that
correlationisnot proof of causation. However, itis
clear from other research that | ethal outcomes may
also depend upontheavailability of emergency medi-
ca services, especidly inthefirg hour after ashooting
or stabbing (Doerner, 1983; Mann, 1988; Websdale,
1999). Clearly, battered womeninrural areasmay be
at adistinct disadvantage insofar asit may be more
difficult to summon emergency medica ass stancefor
them in cases of serious assaults that producelife-
threateninginjuries. Put differently, casesthat appear
to exhibit more classic and intense signs of lethality
may not culminatein death because better emergency
medical servicesareavailableto avert death. These
cases would then only be coded as aggravated as-
saultsand would not end up among the popul ation of
lethal casesused to generate predictive matrices.
Oneof thebiggest problemswith thelethaity
assessment instrumentsisthat they purporttouse“le-
thality indicators’ that are, infact, characteristics of
many domestic violencerel ationships, thevast mgor-
ity of which do not endin degth. In other words, many
relationshipswherethereisdomestic violencewill ex-
hibit these characteristics such asescd ating abuseand
entrapment, apending divorce, obsess ve-possessive-
ness, and perpetrator suicide attempts, but very few
will endindeath. It may bethe casethat the anteced-
ents mentioned are present to amoreintense degree
inthose casesthat will escalateto death. However, |
would arguethat itisimpossibleto measurethat inten-
sity inaway that can then betranslated into a stan-
dardized assessment tool. Much of the meaning for
example, of avariable such as“intensity of entrap-

ment” turnsupon victims' subjective experiences of
their plight, agency interpretation of theinformation
shemay bewilling or fed ableto share, and especidly
theway inwhichagencessolicit suchinformationfrom
victimsinthefirg place.

Whilerare, itisneverthelessthe casethat do-
mestic homicidesoccur when noneor very few of the
typical antecedentsare present. | haveresearchedthe
occasiona Floridadomestic homicidewhereevery-
one associated with the coupl e were shocked to hear
of their desthsand wheretheresearch team could find
no prior domestic violence, or agency involvement with
thefamily. Thisisparticularly the casein homicide-
suicideswherethe partnerstend to be moreisolated
and havelessinvolvement withthecrimind justicesys-
tem or other service providers (Websdale, 1999).
Whilethe absence of antecedentsislikely aproduct
of our lack of knowledge, we cannot rule out that do-
mestic homicidesmay occur without along history of
abuse, entrgpment, and service provider involvement.
It isthereforeincumbent upon usnot givewomen a
fasesenseof security if lethdity or dangerousnessas-
sessment tool sindicate an gpparently low leve of risk
of homicide. AsHart aptly putsit, “One can never
really know which batterer will attempt to kill abat-
teredwoman or her children” (1988:242). Inthissense
theremay bevalueinwomen understanding that any
battering relationship might endinhomicide.

Another critiqueof lethdity assessment instru-
mentsisthat they presuppose apopulation of women
whowill completequestionnaires. However, weknow
some groups of women are more likely to provide
intimateinformetion than others. Leaving asdethefact
that mogt of theinstrumentsareonly writtenin English,
it seemsthat ngriskislikely toignorelargenum-
bersof women of color, including large numbers of
migrant women. However, it is aso the case that
Campbell’sDangerousness A ssessment derivesfrom
adataset that includessignificant proportionsof Afri-
can-American women and has been used with great
successwith both African-American and Hispanic
women, although not Asian women. Research sug-
geststhat women of color may beparticularly reluc-
tant to disclose personal information to advocates,
police, or other crimina justice personnd. For example,
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one African-American woman in Floridawho ended
up killing her abusive partner, told me sheand women
like her wererel uctant to use domestic violence shel-
tersbecausethose shelterswere culturaly insengtive
and that the women were a so reluctant to share de-
tallsof their persond lives (see Websda e, 1999: 148-
155). A focusgroup of battered African-American
womeninNashvillerecently told methey arevery re-
luctant to report their black male abusersto the crimi-
nal justice system becausethat system hashistoricaly
oppressed the African-American community and that
they themsalvesmay beseen as“ snitches.” Similarly,
research with Asian battered women revealsagreat
reluctanceon their part to discusstheir victimization, a
reflection of their desireto maintain acultural ethic
that vauesthe sanctity of thefamily (SeeWang, 1996).
It is aso the case these instruments may exclude,
marginalize, or beill-suited to lesbianwomen at risk
of lethal violence; dthough it must besaid that rela-
tively small numbersof lesbian womenkill their inti-
mate partnersanditisnot at all clear what dynamics
or associativefactors precede these deaths.
Perhapsthe biggest objection to prediction
sudiesingenerd and lethality assessmentsin particu-
lar isthat they employ ascientificlanguagethat seeks
toforetell thefuture. Steeped inthe auraof scientific
legitimacy, relying upon“cleandata’ that are checked
into boxes on questionnaires, women's lives are
gtripped of their idiosyncrasies, their complexities, and
subsumed into afinal scoreor final solution that ob-
scurestherichnessof their personal experience. The
process of assessment may beimpersonal at thevery
timewhen victims need individualized and personal
care, attention, and respect. Thisclinica logiciscon-
sstent with abroader patriarchal cultura ethicthat 5-
lences, devalues, and dismisseswomen'sintuitiveand
subjectivewaysof knowing. Put differently, predic-
tive studies work as part of an economy of power
whichinvolvesthefast and fruga screeningand clas-
sification of womento*“ efficiently” weed out those at
greatest risk of |ethal interpersonal violencewiththe
minimum amount of effort onthe part of overworked
agency personnel. Carefor women may take aback
seat to the need to produce an assessment of her life
that can bereadily quantified, compared to others,

related to anorm, and subsequently disposed of. How-
ever, thisisnot necessarily the case. Interviewerswho
administer theseinstrument do empl oy their own per-
sond styles, warmer and supportive body language,
and adapt theinstrument to the experiencesand emo-
tiond affect of women.

Inspiteof all thesedifficultiesitisclear that
whiletheseingrumentsarenot efficient lethdity screens
they are powerful dangerousnessindicators. For this
reason they can betremendoudy useful to thedomes-
ticviolencemovement in combating domegticviolence,
developing more effective safety plans, listening to
battered women more carefully, and reducing theinci-
denceof seriousinjury, and, in some cases, death.

Usefulnessof thel nstrumentsand the Resear ch

Whileit may not be possibleto predict which
domestic violence caseswill end in death, thereare
many reasonsfor using theresearch into the anteced-
entsof domestic homicideand the assessment instru-
ments broadly consistent with and informed by the
research. However, thefollowing caveatsneed to be
Sated:

1. Noinstrument, however thorough, however seem-
ingly in-tunewith research findings, should formthe
exclusvebassfor safety planning for victims. Rather,
the predictive formulaproduces ascore or risk as-
sessment that ought only be used in concert with other
information, including theintuitivefedingsof advocates
who haveworked with women and perhapslived Smi-
lar experiences.

2. Risk assessment scores should not substitute for
listening to battered women and | earning about the
complexitiesof their personal livesand broader socia
circumstances. Policeofficerswho administer risk as-
sessment tool sought not usetheseinstead of working
closaly with women. Likewise probation officersand
prosecutors ought not base their work with battered
women on raw scoresaone. Rather, raw assessment
scores might beintegrated into aoverall non-judg-
menta strategy of advocacy and care.
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3. Battered women ought not to befilling out these
instrumentsin close proximity to batterers. Batterers
can become enraged at the sharing of what they per-
celveasprivateand privileged family information. The
practice of sending battered women homewitharisk
assessment instrument so that they cancompleteitina
“relaxed atmosphere” and thenreturnit to apolice
department is dangerous. While police may feel
batterersare safely behind barsthis may not always
bethecase. If heisreleased under unusual circum-
stancesand discoversacompleted instrument thevic-
tim could bein grave danger.

|deally, rather than producing a“fool proof”
predictiveinstrument, it would be better totrain those
involved in providing servicesto battered womenin
theintricate dynamicsof domestic violence. However,
inthereal world wherefundingisshort, wheremany
agency players do not know much about domestic
violenceor are hostileto learning because they think
“sheshouldjustleavehim,” theindrumentsclearly have
their uses.

Congder thefollowing:

* Any thoughtful instrument hasthe potential to en-
lighten those who know little about the plight of bat-
tered women. For dl the concernsabout |ethality pre-
dictioninstrumentsamong the advocacy community, |

think there are el ementsin anumber of instruments
that perceptively capturethekindsof relationship char-
acterigtics, batterer behaviors, and varioussystemre-
sponsesthat researchers have documented acrossthe
country; including studies of domestic homicidesin
Florida, New York, Santa Clara, and Philadel phia.
Assuch, theinstruments expose playerslikepolice
officerstoissuesthat they may not otherwise consider
or have been trained to think through.

* Risk assessment instruments may not only be an
educational tool for service providers. They may also
provide atouchstonefor victimsthemselvesasthey
seek to Strategize about their futuresand those of their
children. Thisisnot to say that battered women al-
waysminimizetheir victimization, or that they do not
havethewherewithad towork thingsout for themsdlves

Rather, risk assessment scores and dangerousness
predictionsmay provideyet another (and perhapsvery
different) lensthrough whichto seethemsalves, their
batterers, andtheir overall predicaments.

* At present, we know little about how these assess-
mentsare used and what effect they haveoninterven-
tion and support services (but see Roehl and Guertin,
1998). It might be the case that the administering of
thesetool s applies pressure to multiple service pro-
viders, encouraging themto devel op agreater sense
of careand caution. For example, however sendtivea
criminal justice professional may be to battered
women'sstories, if that professional isinformed that
thisvictim hastaken alegitimate danger assessment
instrument, and has been assessed to be at the highest
risk of lethality, then | suspect that professional may
exercisegreater caution and care.

* Findlly, using numbersprovidesashared language
of risk for all thoseworking with domestic violence
cases(see Trone, 1999). Such sharing, abeitinthe
form of impersonal enumeration, may enhance com-
munication among service professionals, lead toin-
creased awarenessand greeter proactiveinterventions,
and, hopefully launch further discussionsabout how
best to curb these atrocities.

Author of this document:
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In Brief: Lethality Assessment Tools: A Critical Analysis

Insofar asit resultsinlossof life, intimate partner homicideisthe most extreme form of domestic
violence. Most intimate violence against women does not escal ate to homicide. Lethality assessment tool sthat
purport to assessrisk of lethal violence often derivefrom research and practical understandingsabout domes-
tic violence and domestic homicide. Given that theresearch showslittleif any qualitative differenceinthe
antecedentsto lethal and non-lethal domestic violence, it might be more appropriate to usetheterm danger-
ousness assessment rather than lethality assessment. The dangerousness assessment recogni zesacontinuum of
violence against women and seekstoidentify what point on that continuumawomanis  Stuated.

Although thereareanumber of |ethality/dangerousness assessment toolsin use, thereislittleresearch
onthe preciselinksbetween thesetool sand the research into domestic homicide. Nether isthereany system-
atic research about how thesetoolsare used, what agencies do with assessment scores, how battered women
fed about compl eting thesetools, or how victimsof intimate violence strategize and plan for their safety inthe
light of assessment scores. Themost common clusters of questionsare concerned with: prior victimization,
batterer’sdrug and al cohol problems; batterer’s obsessive-possessive behavior and excessive jealousy;
batterer’ sthreatstokill thevictimor her children; batterer possession of, accessto, familiarity with, and degree
of fascination with weaponry, especially guns, batterer’ suse of violencein settingsoutsidethehome (e.g.. bar
fights); stalking behavior; batterer’ssuicidd ideations, plans, threats, and past attempts; the status of therela
tionshipintermsof whether the parties are separated, separating, estranged, or whether sheisintheprocess
of fleeing. Theseclustersof questionsgenerally match research findingswhich emphasizethefollowing ante-
cedentsin casesof intimate partner killings: escalating domestic violence and the increasi ng entrapment of
battered women (see Stark and Flitcraft, 1996); the separati on/estrangement/divorce of the parties (Wilson
and Daly, 1993); obsessive possessiveness or morbid jealousy on the part of the abusive partner (Daly and
Wilson, 1988: 295; Easted, 1993); threatsto commit intimate partner homicide, suicide, or both (Hart 1988:
242); prior agency involvement, particularly with the police (Browne, 1987: 10); theissuance of protection or
restraining orders against one of the parties, nearly awaysthe male; depression on the part of the abuser
(West, 1967; Lester, 1992; Buteau et a, 1993); and, aprior criminal history of violent behavior on the part of
the abusive man (Klein, 1993; Fagan, Stewart, and Jansen, 1983; Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1998).

Theresearchinto domestic homicideislimited becauseit isimpossibleto know precisely the charac-
teristicsof domestic violencereationshipsthat end in death. Inthefinal analyss, our knowledgeislimited by
theinformation reported by theinvolved parties prior to the homicide, and subsequently inserted into the
officid record. Itisalso clear from other research that |etha outcomes may also depend upontheavailability of
emergency medical services, especialy inthefirst hour after ashooting or stabbing (Doerner, 1983; Mann,
1988; Websdale, 1999).

Whilerare, it isneverthel essthe case that domestic homicides occur when noneor very few of the
antecedentsare present. It isthereforeincumbent upon us not givewomen afal se sense of security if lethality
or dangerousness assessment tool sindicate an apparently low level of risk. At the sametimethe assessment
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toolsareuseful if used aspart of an overall safety plan that takeswomen'’s perceptionsinto account. Any
thoughtful instrument hasthe potential to enlighten thosewho know little about the plight of battered women.
They may also provideatouchstonefor victimsthemsel ves asthey seek to strategize about their futuresand
thoseof their children.

This In Briefhighlightsissues discussed in alonger document written by Neil Websdaleand isavailable
through your state domestic violencecodition.
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